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ABSTRACT 

A review of the Army's troop schools found that the 
internal control weaknesses in the program first reported over 10 
years ago still existed. Expenditures were not justified. Most 
justifications reviewed were not based on assessed performance 
deficiencies of individual soldiers, as required, and none documented 
that troop schools were the most cost-effective alternative. The Army 
was not exercising adequate control over troop school operations. For 
example, the Army had continued to offer many courses without proper 
authorization, wasted money by paying for unneeded course offerings, 
and allowed contractors to administer tests to determine whether 
soldiers need training, despite the potential for creating false 
demand. The persistent nature of troop school management problems 
clearly indicated that the Army had not followed up on the corrective 
actions it initiated in response to findings and recommendations of 
the earlier study. Actions taken by the Army in 1990 to assign 
program monitoring responsibilities and to call top management's 
attention to material control weaknesses through the Secretary of the 
Army's Annual Statement on Internal Control were significant steps in 
the right direction. However, the Army did not follow through on 
these initial steps. Monitoring and follow-up were needed to ensure 
that corrective actions were properly implemented and that problems 
were resolved. (Appendixes include comments from the Department of 
Defense.) (YLB) 
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GAO 



United States 

General Accounting Office 

Washington, D.C. 20548 



National Security and 
International Affairs Division 

B-252861 

July 9, 1993 

The Honorable Earl Hutto 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Readiness 
Committee on Armed Services 
House of Representatives 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This report responds to your request that we conduct a follow-up review 
of troop schools to determine whether the Army has corrected problems 
identified in earlier audits. Troop schools, operated under contract by 
private colleges, supplement the job training given to soldiers by 
noncommissioned officers. Since 1982, gag and the Army Audit Agency 
have reported internal control weaknesses related to the justification for 
troop schools and their overall management.^ Our most recent report, 
issued in 1988, again cited significant internal control weaknesses. This 
report addresses whether (1) Army installations had adequately justified 
the need for troop school courses, (2) the Army had established effective 
controls over troop school operations, and (3) the Army had implemented 
the corrective actions it has planned since 1988. 



P PQii 1 1 1 n Rri pf internal control weaknesses in the Army's troop school program first 

ItebUlLb ill JDIltii reported over 10 years ago still exist today. The significant nature of these 

weaknesses calls into question whether the Army is able to manage the 
troop school program effectively and efficiently. As it now stands, 
expenditures for troop schools have not been justified. Most justifications 
we reviewed were not based on assessed performance deficiencies of 
individual soldiers, as required, and none documented that troop schools 
were the most cost-effective alternative. 

The Army is not exercising adequate control over troop school operations. 
For example, the Army has continued to 



' Audit of Noncommissioned Officer Training , Fort Bragg, N.C. (Army Audit Agency, SO-83-202, 
Oct. 7, 1982). 

Letter to the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Manpower and Reserve Affairs (GAO, June 21, 1984). 

Audit of Formal Training; U.S. Army Europe, and Seventh Army (Army Audit Af.ency, EU-R7-213, 
Sept. 1987). 

Army Training: Need to Strengthen Internal Controls Over Troop Schools (GAO/NSlAD-88-208, 
Aug. 4, 1988). 
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• offer many courses without proper authorization, 

• waste money by paying for unneeded course offerings, and 

• allow contractors to administer tests to determine whether soldiers need 
training, despite the potential for creating false demand. 

The persistent nature of troop school management problems clearly 
indicates that the Army has not followed up on the corrective actions it 
initiated in response to our 1988 findings and recommendations. Actions 
taken by the Army in 1990 to assign program monitoring responsibilities 
and to call top management's attention to material control weaknesses 
through the Secretary of the Army's Annual Statement on Internal Control 
were significant steps in the right direction. However, the Army has not 
followed through on these initial steps. Monitoring and follow-up are 
needed to ensure that corrective actions are properly implemented and 
that problems have been resolved. The Army has done neither. 



Training given to soldiers when they first join the Army consists of basic 
training and advanced individual training conducted by Anny schools and 
training centers. This training prepares soldiers to reach the apprentice 
level within a military occupational specialty. After completing initial 
training, soldiers are assigned to Army units where noncommissioned 
officers provide (i) refiresher training in the critical tasks taught during 
advanced training and (2) initial training in tasks not covered in advanced 
training. 

To supplement the training provided by noncommissioned officers. Army 
Regulation 350-41 authorizes commanders to use troop schools. Until 
publication of this regulation on April 19, 1993, troop school operations 
were conducted under Army Regulation 351-L These schools can be used 
to (1) assist in completing individual training requirements and 
(2) cross-train soldiers in other specialties to fill job vacancies or develop 
backup expertise. All of the troop schools at the bases we visited were 
operated on the bases imder contract by private colleges and paid for 
through the Army's operations and maintenance funds. The Army has not 
maintained aggregate data on the total costs of troop schools or the 
nunber of soldiers v/ho attend them. However, the Army estimates that 
during fiscal year 1992, it paid $2.5 iTiillion to contractors to operate troop 
riChools. This amount does not include either the salaries of troop school 
persorme' and stuucuts or the operations Bnd maintenance of facilities. 



Background 
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Management responsibility for troop schools is divided among the Army's 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans (dcsops), the mgjor 
commands, and the individual installations, dcsops is responsible for 
establishing training policies and reporting requirements. In addition, 
DCSOPS is responsible for ensuring that all Army organizations adhere to 
regulatory guidance. The mgjor commands are responsible for ensuring 
that installation commanders conduct annual needs ass-^ssments for troop 
schools, including evaluations of available alternatives. ^ Ilation 
personnel manage the schools' day-to-day activities. 



The Army Has Not 
Adequately Justified 
the Need for Troop 
Schools 



Army Regulation 351-1, which was revised in 1990 based on our 1988 
report,^ required that the Army assess the need for specific troop schools 
by identifying a perfonuance shortfall and docimienting the selection of 
the most cost-effective training alternative. However, only 25 percent 
(10 of 40) of the needs assessments prepared by installations that we 
visited indicated a performance deficiency in individual soldiers, and none 
docimiented that troop schools were the most cost-effective alternative. 
Our analysis of the process installations used to prepare the axmual 
assessments showed that each year's assessment was based on the 
courses offered during the previous year* We reported the same problem 
in 1988, which the Army Audit Agency had reported earlier in 1982 and 
1987. 



Justifications Were The information contained in the needs assessment documents that we 

Superficial reviewed was superficial and/or unsupported. The most significant 

deficiency was the absence of an identified performance shortfall and its 
impact on the units' missions. Information provided under this category 
included iindocimiented statements that a training need existed, 
insinuations that Training and Doctrine Command (tradoc) schools did 
not adequately train soldiers, references to alleged Army-wide shortages in 
military specialties, and descriptions of the course itself. In most cases, 
this information did not identify specific shortfalls or the impact on the 
units' performance, as called for by Army regulations. 

Likewise, we found that needs assessments did not establish that troop 
schools were the most cost-effective alternative to meet the training need. 
Although alternatives such as mobile training teams, tradoc schools, and 
military instructors were mentioned in the assessments, none contained 



^The revision was accomplished through a January 1990 message from DCSOPS to the major 
commands and installations. 
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cost data to reflect selection of the most cost-effective alternative, as 
shown in table 1. 











Table 1: Needs Assessments 
Identifying Performance Shortfalls and 


Rates in percent 






Documenting Cost-Effectiveness of 
Troop Schools 


Installation 


Performance shortfalls 
Identified 


Cost-effectiveness of troop 
schools documented 




Fort Bragg 


33.3 


0 




Fort Carson 


0 


0 




Fort Hood 


23.1 


0 



Needs Assessments Were 
Based on Prior Year's 
Program 



Each year's assessment was based on the courses offered during the 
previous year, rather than on an evaluation of current training needs. For 
example, Fort Carson troop school managers provided lists of courses to 
the units and asked them if the courses should be continued. A positive 
response required only a check mark, while a negative response required a 
narrative discussion to support the unifs decision. This procrss resulted in 
little change in the courses offered from one year to the next. In fact, in 
most cases, all three ixtstallations we reviewed resubmitted their fiscal 
year 1992 assessments as their justification for continuing the same 
courses in fiscal year 1993. Troop school managers at the Forces 
Command bases we visited told us that they had not received formal 
training on how to prepare needs assessments, nor had they received 
feedback on the assessments that they had submitted to the Forces 
Command. Accordingly, they considered the lack of a response from the 
Forces Command as tacit approval of the needs assessments and the 
courses to be offered. 



Perceived Need for Even though the mgjor uruts stationed at tlie installations we visited were 

Courses Varied Widely either mechanized infantry or armor, there was wide variation among 

them in their perceived need for troop school courses. For example. Fort 
Hood contracted for 25 courses covering a wide range of subjects, 
including wheeled %^ehicle mechanic and supply and mobile telephone 
operations. Fort Carson contracted for 12 courses; only 6 of these were the 
same as Fort Hood*s, 

On the other hand, Fort Stewart discontinued its troop school program. 
After assessing how training funds could be spent more pnidently. Fort 
Stewart canceled several courses it deemed unneeded and identified an 
alternative source to meet remaining requirements. Officials told us that 



ERIC 



Page 4 O GAO/NSIAD-93172 Army Training 



B-262861 



the National Gvard Bureau Regional Maintenance site, also located at Fort 
Stewart, is now providing training comparable to courses previously 
provided by contractors. Officials estimated that these actions vnil save 
about $80,000 annually. 



In addition to weaknesses in assessing the need for troop schools, we 
found that the Army has not adequately controlled school operations. As a 
result, installations funded courses that were not authorized or needed 
and did not ensure that courses were consistent with Army standards and 
doctrine. 



Many Courses Were Not Army Regulation 35M listed 16 courses that could be offered by troop 

Authorized schools and required all additional courses to have dcsops approval. 

Although several installations sought approval to provide additional 
courses in fiscal years 1991 and 1992, dcsops did not respond to their 
requests. Despite lacking approval, installations nonetheless contracted 
for additional troop school courses in both fiscal years. For example, 51 of 
the 102 courses offered by Forces Command installations during the 2-year 
period were not approved. Army managers were unaware of this condition 
until we informed them in August 1992. 

In September 1992, dcsops officials granted a policy exception by allowing 
unapproved courses to continue into fiscal year 1993, if the first general 
officer in the chain-of-command certified that the course was critical. They 
took this action because they (1) could not adequately determine the need 
for courses from available information on a timely basis and (2) wanted to 
allow commanders flexibility in their use of training resources. In making 
this exception, however, the Army circumvented the controls it sought to 
establish in its 1990 regtilatory revision. 



Since contractors are paid per course rather than per student, it is more 
cost efficient for troop school managers to ensure that all scheduled 
courses are filled to capacity. For example, if an installation wants to train 
100 soldiers in a course having a capacity of 20 students, it should contract 
for 5-course offerings. 

Based on our review of courses offered at three installations dming fiscal 
year 1992, we found that if courses had been filled to capacity, about 
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23 percent (164 of 708) of the offerings would not have been needed. 
Table 2 provides examples of unneeded course offerings. 



Table ^^^^^H^^^^^I^^^^H^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^H 

Course Offerings Offerings Offerings 



Installation Course needed given 

Fort Bragg Motorcycle safety 22 67 
Ammunition management 33 51 
Fort Carson Computer 63 71 
Fort Hood Unit level logistics system - $4 5 11 



Contractors Continue to Many installations have established certification programs to test the 

Develop Certification Tests proficiency of soldiers working in certain duty positions. These programs 

require soldiers to take certification examinations developed by the 
contractors who teach troop school courses. At some installations, failing 
an examination means automatic enrollment in a course. We pointed out 
in 1988 that the practice of allowing contractors to conduct certification 
testing was questionable and potentially created a false damand for 
training. We also noted that aside from the impact that certification testing 
may have on troop school enrollment, the need for testing was 
questionable in view of another Army test program that evaluates soldiers' 
proficiency.^ Although the Department of Defense (dod) agreed with our 
1988 report, we found that commanders continue to require certifications 
and still allow contractors to develop and administer tests to incoming 
soldiers. At one installation, incoming soldiers were given the option to 
take a certification test or attend a troop school coiorse, regardless of prior 
training and experience. Troop school managers said that almost all 
soldiers opted for the training. At another installation, less than one-half of 
the soldiers were able to pass the tests. In one case, none of the soldiers 
passed. Those who failed were required to attend a troop school course. 



The Army Lacked Criteria 
to Determine 
Cross-training 
Requirements 



Most soldiers who attended troop schools received cross-training to 
enable them to fill in for regularly assigned soldiers who were absent from 
the unit. However, the Army had not established criteria to guide 
commanders in deciding how much cross-training was necessary. Instead, 
Forces Command and dcsops officials relied on the installations to develop 
their own criteria. They believed unit commanders were in a better 
position to determine training needs. 



*rhe self-development test measures soldiers' proficiency annually. 
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Although two installations we visited have now established criteria, troop 
school personnel did not monitor compliance, even though courses 
continued to be used printiarily to provide cross-training. In 1988, we found 
that as many as five soldiers were cross-trained for each authorized 
position in one occupational specialty. The Army Audit Agency reported 
this same condition as early as 1982. It found that as many as 77 percent of 
the soldiers enrolled in troop schools took courses in job specialties other 
than their own. We pointed out that the extent of cross-training may be 
excessive since the Army had no criteria to determine the appropriate 
mmiber of soldiers to cross-train. 



The Army Did Not Ensure 
That Programs of 
Instruction Were 
Consistent With Training 
Standards and Doctrine 



In 1988, we found that troop school officials in many cases did not submit 
course programs of instruction* to the Army's training schools for review 
and approval. Consequently, course content varied considerably from base 
to base and was inconsistent with Army training standards. The courses 
also contained outdated Army doctrine. 

Altliough the 1990 revision to the Army's regulations required tradoc to 
develop programs of instruction for contracted courses, this requirement 
was generally ignored by Army installations, tradoc developed programs 
of instruction for the 16 courses initially authorized by the Army. However, 
no provision was made to develop curricula for additional courses. The 
programs of irtStruction used at the installations we visited included some 
developed by contractors, local units, and equipment manufacturers. As a 
result, there is no assurance that the instruction provided in these courses 
is current and consistent with Army doctrine. 



The Army Has Not 
Followed Up on 
Corrective Actions 



As evidenced by the continuing problems with the management of troop 
schools, the Army has not followed through with corrective actions 
initiated in resnonse to our 1988 report. In that report, we recommended 
that the Secretary of the Army 

develop guidance on factors commanders should consider in conducting 
needs assessments; 

develop and implement internal control procedures to ensure that 
adequate needs assessments are conducted before installations contract 
for training; 



program of instruction is a formal document that, among other things, describes course content and 
hours of instruction. 



ERIC 



Page 7 o GAO/NSIAD-93-172 Army Training 



B-252861 



• develop standardized criteria to determine the number of soldiers who 
should be cross-trained; 

• determine whether soldier certification should be continued, and if 
certification is necessary, develop standardized tests for use in all troop 
schools; and 

• ensure that course progran:\s of instruction currently used in troop schools 
are reviewed and approved by the Army's training schools. 

In commenting on that report, dod stated that troop schools would receive 
intense Army scrutiny to ensure the effective and efficient use of limited 
training resources. Moreover, the Secretary of the Army's Fiscal Year 1989 
Annual Statement on Internal Control identified the troop school program 
as containing material weaknesses. The annual statement of assurance 
reports material weaknesses discovered in the internal controls during the 
current period, with plans for corrective action and a status report on 
previously reported unresolved material weaknesses. 

A principal aspect of the corrective action plan was to revise Army 
Regulation 351-1, the guidance governing troop schools. Major changes 
included (1) providing guidance on how to conduct needs assessments, 
including a requirement that commanders consider alternatives to troop 
school training; (2) assigning program monitoring responsibilities to the 
msgor commands and dcsops; and (3) assigning tradoc the responsibility 
to develop standardized certification tests and programs of instruction for 
troop school courses. Based on completion of these actions, the Army 
concluded that the materiality of the weakness was significantly reduced, 
and it discontinued reporting its status. However, the Army did not follow 
up to ensure that problems had been resolved. Forces Command and 
DCSOPS officials told us that despite the monitoring requirement assigned to 
them, there was no attempt by either organization to monitor troop 
schools. Instead, Forces Command and dcsops officials, pointing to a 
shortage of personnel, toJd us that they relied on the installations to 
manage their own programs. 



Recommendations recommend that the Secretary of the Army 

• assess the need for existing and future troop schools on the basis of 
performance shortfalls and cost-effectiveness, as required by Army 
regulations; 
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• establish procedures to ensure that the m^gor commands and dcsops 
control troop school expenditures by monitoring needs assessments and 
courses offered; 

• ensure that troop school managers seek to minimize the number of course 
offerings given; 

• discontinue the use of certification tests developed by contractors to 
measure soldiers' proficiency; 

• identify the troop school program as containing material internal control 
weaknesses in the Secretary's next annual assurance statement; and 

• direct the Army Audit Agency to verify that the Army has established 
effective controls over troop schools. 

Because of the persistent nature of internal control weaknesses and the 
lack of a clearly defined need for troop schools, we recommend that the 
Secretary of Defense not approve future funding for Army troop schools 
unless the Army Audit Agency verifies that controls are in place and 
working by October 1, 19£4. 



Agency Comments 
and Our Evaluation 



In commenting on a draft of this report, Doo said that it agreed with our 
findings and all but one of our recommendations (see app. I). Rather than 
revise Army Regulation 351-1, the Army decided to incorporate the troop 
school program under Army Regulation 350-41. Chapter 8 — Soldier 
Training Courses — of that regulation, published in April 1993, completely 
outlines the needs assessment process. The new regulation also requires 
the use of an internal control checklist and continuing emphasis by dcsops 
to improve monitoring of needs assessments and troop school courses 
offered. Moreover, the regulation specifies that courses will be given only 
to correct identified performance shortfalls. Effective implementation of 
such initiatives should significantly reduce the recurrence of these 
problems. 



In accordance with our recommendation, dod said that control 
weaknesses in the troop school program will be identified in the Secretary 
of the Army's annual assurance statement for fiscal year 1993. dod also 
agreed with our recommendation that the Army Audit Agency verify the 
effectiveness of controls over troop school operations. It said that the 
Army will request the Army Audit Agency to complete a review of controls 
by October 1, 1994. dod agreed that the Secretary of Defense should not 
approve future funding for troop schools if the Army Audit Agency finds 
that controls are not working by October 1, 1994. dod said that if the 
changes called for by Army Regulation 350-41 do not correct the material 
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weaknesses identified in troop school operations, the Secretary of Defense 
will direct that the program be terminated. 

A draft of this report contained a recommendation that the Army eliminate 
the use of certification tests to measure soldiers* proficiency. The purpose 
of the recoimnendation was twofold. First, because the certification tests 
were contractor-developed, we pointed out the potential for false demand. 
Second, we believed that the Aimy*s self-development test provided an 
alternative means to test soldiers' proficiency, dod did not agree that 
certification tests could be eliminated, stating that there was no other 
acceptable means to test personnel cross-trained outside their basic 
military skill. However, dod did agree that because of a pot:ential conflict 
of interest, contractors should not develop certification tests, dod said that 
under the new Army regulation, msgor commands will be required to 
develop standardized certification tests for each troop school course; 
hence, contractors will not have control over test content. We agree with 
dod's position and have modified our recommendation accordingly. 



To gain an understanding of Army troop school management policies and 
procedures, we interviewed officials at the following headquarters offices: 
Department of the Army, Washington, D.C.; Forces Command, Fort 
McPherson, Georgia; and tradoc, Fort Monroe, Virgirua. In conducting our 
work, we reviewed the troop school programs at the following Forces 
Command installations: Fort Bragg, North Carolina; Fort Carson, 
Colorado; and Fort Hood, Texas. We selected Forces Command 
installations because they used troop schools more frequently than other 
major commands. 

We examined procedures used to prepare needs assessments and 
interviewed Army officials concerning how installations determined the 
courses to be taught and the number of soldiers to attend them. We also 
reviewed needs assessment documents for compliance with regulatory 
requirements. We visited Fort Stewart, Georgia, which did not use troop 
schools, to understand what factors officials considered in reaching this 
decision. 

We conducted our review from July to December 1992 in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. 

We are sending copies of this report to the Chairmen, House Committee 
on Government Operations, and Senate Conunittee on Governmental 
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Affairs; the ChaLnnan, Senate Committee on Armed Services; the 
Chairmen, House and Senate Committees on Appropriations; the Director, 
Office of Management and Budget; and the Secretaries of Defense and the 
Army. We will make copies available to other interested parties upon 
request. 

Please contact me at (202) 512-5140 if you or your staff 1 ive any questions 
concerning this report. Mgjor contributors to this report are listed in 
appendix 11. 

Sincerely yours, 




Mark E. Gebicke 

Director, Military Operations and Capabilities Issues 
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Comments From the Department of Defense 




OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. DC 20301-1000 

0 4JUN 1993 



< Force Management 
£.ncl Personnel) 



Mr. Frank C. Conahan 
Assistant Comptroller General 
National Security and International 

Affairs Division 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 2054H 

Dear Mr. Conahan: 

This is the Department of Defense (DoD) response to the General Accounting Offie 
(GAG) draft report, "ARMY TRAINING: Expenditures for Troop Schools Have Not Been 
Justified. " Dated April 21, 1993 (GAO Code 393523), OSD Case 938(1 Tnc DoD panially 
concurs with the report. 

The Department agrees with most of the report findings and recommendations. In 
April 1 993, the Army issued Army Regulation 350-41 . Implementation of the new regulation 
should correct the problems identified in the GAO report. 

The DoD does not agree, however, with the GAO recommendation that certification 
tests should be eliminated. The GAO based its position on the fact the certification tcst were 
being prepared by the same contractor that conducted the troop school - an unacceptable 
conflict of interest. The DoD concurs with that point, and the Headquarters. Department of 
Amiy has directed preparation of standardized certification tests. Further, the Army will send 
a message to all major commands stating that they may only use standardized certification tests 
for determining troop school eligibility. That action should insure there is no conflict of 
interest, while allowing the screening out of students who do not require the additional 
training. 

DoD also concurs with the recommendation that the troop school program would be 
canceled if the latest management actions do not correct the identified inadequacies. The 
Arniy Audit Agency will conduct a follow-up review to be completed no later than October 1 . 
1994. to insure that the troop school program is operating within the established guidelines. 
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The detailed DoD comments on the report fmdings and recommendations are provided 
in the enclosure. The DoD appreciates the opportunity to comment on the dratt repon. 



Sincerely. 



ROBERT M. ALEXANDER 
Lieutenant General, USAF 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Military Manpower and Personnel Policy} 



Enclosure 
As stated 
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Conrniente Prom the Department of Defense 



GAO DRAFT R2P0RT' -DATED APRIL 21, 1993 
(GAO CODE 393523) OSD CASE 9308 

"ARMY TRAINING: EXPENDITURES FOR TROOP SCHOOLS 
HAVE NOT BEEN JUSTIFIED" 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE COMMENTS 



FINDINGS 



ri^pim A : AIBY Tr»ininffl. The GAO explained -ha- -.h^. 
soiQiers first join the Army, they receive ^L- - i - ^ 
and advanced individual tr^ning conducted bv^rw ^ch;"'- 
and training centers. The GAO further expla'ned that 
training prepares soldiers to reach the appr^^cLe tev^ 
within a military occupational specialty and once 
completed, soldiers are assigned to Army units vvh^e 
noncommissioned officers provide (i) refresher tra'i^-^ ■- 

"tM^f /^"'^ ""^'^^ =^"-^"5 advanced training k';-" - 
(2, initial training in tasks not covered in ad-'anced 

n^ov?HP^-K """'^ supplement fhe ""1.--. 

author?lH^"°"''°'^-'''^°"^'^ officers, commanders III ^ 
authorized to use troop schools for the following purp. 

to assist in completing individual training 
requirements; and 

to cross-tram soldiers in other specialties 
]ob vacancies or develop backup expertise. ~' 

T.he GAO reported that all of the troop schools on 
It visited were operated under contracts wit*^ or'i----- ■ 
colleges and paid for through the .zvrmy ooerat ibr 3 ' I- ^ 
maintenance funds. The GAO observed the" Armv "s-^^a-^.- 
tnat. during FY 1992. about $2.5 million was p^ d"co' " 
contractors to operate troop schools. (The GaS need 
'J^LnTT =1°^^"°'= incl--de either the salaries o? "^cr" 
school personnel and students or the operations a-d" 
!;;^n^a^"^''f ^ °^ facilities) . The GAO exolaii^ed chat 
management responsibility for troop schools ^s div'd<^d -.- 
Che Army Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and ^^I^. 

^"'^ individual Arn^- m.st., ^ I u ^ ' • 
!pp. 3-5/GAO Draft Report) 

POD RESPONSR: Concur. 

-nr. lo!--';: « 



Paffe 1 of 10 
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FINDING B: Justifications Were Superficial. The GAC 

reported chac Aritty Reguiacion 351-1, which was revised in 
i99C (based on a 1988 GAO reporC--OSD Cr^e 7650), rejuires 
that the Arnty assess che need for specific troop schools by 
(1) identifying a performance short fciil and (2) documenting 
the selection of the most cost-effective training 
alternative. The GAO found, however, that only 25 percent 
of the needs assessments prepared by installations it 
visited indicated a performance deficiency in individual 
soldiers (i.e., only 10 of the 4G) . The GAO concluded that 
the information contained in the needs assessment documents 
it reviev/ed v;as superficial and/or unsupported. The GAO 
pointed out that the most significant deficiency was the 
absence of an identified performance shortfall and the 
impact on the unit mission^s). The G.^0 explained chat 
information provided under unit mission category* included 

1} undocumented statements that a training need existed, 
;2i insinuations that Training and Doctrine Command schools 
did not adequately train soldiers, (3) references to alleged 
ALir.y-wide shortages in military specialties, and 

4) descriptions of the course itself. The GAO pointed cut 
tr.ac. in most cases, the information did net iden::ify 
specific shortfalls or the impact on the unit perf orm.ance . 

The GAO also found the needs asr,essments did not establish 
that troop schools were the mosc ^"ost -effective alternative 
to meet the training need. The GAC noted that, although 
alternatives -such as mobile tramino teams, Training and 
I'cctrme Coimand schools, and miiitai-y instructors; were 
mentioned m the assessments, none contained cost data to 
reflect selection of the most cost-effective alternative, 
pp. 5-7 /GAC Draft Report) 

POD R2SP0NSB : Concur. The DoD response to the 1968 report 
-Stated "regulations requiring the forecasting cf troop 
school needs assessments ... will be ... submitted fc:* 
jeview - . . [and] regulations will reflect this 
requirement . " Tc correct the deficiency, changes -vv-ere 
initially proposed to Army Regulation 351-1, Indi vid-iAl 
Ml litarv Educaticn Training . Based on the GAO iindmus 

and reccmmendat ions . a subsequent decj.siGn was made tc 
incorporate troop school training \n .nrmy Keguiation 2rC'-4: . 
That regulation was effective April i C- , 1993. Chapter ii , 
^;-^i.iier Training Courses, completely outlines the needt- 
.^^s-^m^^nr process. 
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Nov/ on pp. 3-4. 



Now on. pp. 4-5. 



FINDING C : Needs Asffggmentg Were Based on Prior Year's 
Frggraff The GAO reported that each year's assessment was 
based on the courses offered during the previous year--cu- 
opposed to an evaluation of current training needs. The G.-. ! 
had reported the same problem in its 1988 report (OSD 
Case 7650). According to the GAO, the Army Audit Agency 
also had reported the same findings in 1982 and 1987. 

The GAO provided the example of Fort Carson, where troop 
school managers provided lists of courses to the uni::£ ar.d 
asked them if the courses should be continued. The ZkO 
explained that a positive response required only a check 
mark, while a negative response required a narrative 
discussion to support the unit decision. The GAG observer'-: 
that, as a result th'^re was little change m the cour?ei' 
offered from one year to the next. The GAO repcite.i , 
m most cases, all three installations it reviewed 
resubmitted the FY 191^2 assessments as the iust i f icaf ion :li 
continuing the same courses in FY 1993. The GAO ncred -"^.a*: 
troop school managers at the Forces Command bases it vijire^ 
advised they had neither received formal training on b.ov; 
prepare needs assessments, nor received feedback op. the 
assessment. 5 they had submitted to the Forces Command-— cir.'i 
considered the lack of a response from the Forces .'cmmai-.i i~ 
tacit approval of the needs as jessi.ients and the cc-jrce.c " . 
be offered. (p. 5, pp. 7-8/G/.0 Drair Report' 

POD RESPONSE : Concur. 



FINDING D : Perceived Naed for Course J Varied widely . Ti;*^ 
GAO reported that, even though the major units stari^-r.ei ; 
the installations it visited were either mechanized ir.tar.- 
or armor, there was wide variation in the perceived p.e*^'! : 
troop school courses. The GAO pointed out that Fci- Her. :i 
contracted for 2 5 courses covering a wide range or .>ub^-'^' 
including wheeled vehicle mechanic and supply rjnn nohil-- 
teiephone operations, while Fort Carson contracred for 
12 courses; only 6 of were the same as the coiur-.'^-o " l* 
Hood. The GAO reported that, in contrast, t-orr Stev.arr 
discontinued the troop school program after a.'nsessir.g r..:v.- 
training funds could be spnnt more prudently. The 
officials advised that the National Guard Bureau ReJicr..:! 
Maintenance site, also located at Fort Gtewatt, is :.rv; 
providing training comparable to courses previously r.i vi 
by CO:. Tractors at an estimated saving of about Ct?' , 
annually. (p. 5, pp. 8-9/GAO Draft Report) 
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POD RESPONSE ! Concur. In its 1983 report, Che GAO 
recommended the Army should consider alcernacive c raining 
sources. As discussed in che drafc reporc . Fort Scewarc, 
has already mec this requirement. Implementacion of hrtrr/ 
Regulacion 350-41 will facilicace further cose saving 
alternatives in the field. Paragraph 8-3c(2) of the 
directive requires installations to "document selection of 
the most cost effective alternative" in the needs assessment 
process . 



Now on p. 5. 



FINDING E ; Manv Courses Were Not Auth -> rized . The GAO 

concluded the Army did not adequate! .ontroi school 
operations and. as a result, installations f \: ided courses 
that were not authorized or needed. The GAO further 
rrencluded that it was not ensured that the courses were 
consistent with krmy standards and doctrine. The GAG 
explained Army Regulation 351-1 lists 16 courses that may be 
offered by troop schools --and requires all additional 
courses to have approval by the Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Operations and Plans. The GAO reported that several 
installations sought approval to provide additional courses 
m FY 1991 and FY 1992, but the requests were not responded 
to. The GAO found that, despite a lack of approval, the 
ir.italiat ions nonetheless contracted for the additional 
rrcop school courses in both fiscal years. 

The GhO noted that, in Septemi^er 1992, the Deputy Chief cf 
:-:"arr for Operations and Plans granted an exception to 
policy by allowing unapproved courses to continue into 
?\' 1993 --if the first general officer in the chain -o f- 
cjirjT^and certified that the course was critical. The G.-.Z- 
"oncluded that action was taken because the Deputy .rhief -ji 
£t::ff for Operations and Flans could not adequately 
it^" ermine the need for courses from available inf crr:^at ion :-n 
J ^imely basis and wanted to allow commanders flexibility i:. 
•:hiir use cf training resources. The GAO further cone 1 -idea, 
r.ov.'ever , that m making the exception, the Army circumvented 
-he 'Tcntrcis it sought to establish m the j99C regu^-it:,rv 
levisicn. »pp. 9-iO'G.^O Draft Report) 

POD RESPONSE ; Con. ur . Army Regulation 351-1, however, is 
::c longer the controlling regulation for contracted ocldier 
training courses. As previously discussed, .Army Regulation 
■^v""-41 cromulqaccs the approval controls. 



FINDING F ; Number of Course Offerinas Was Excessive . The 

•AC explained that, since contractors are paid per .TcuiL-e 
i.i'hor than per i^tudent, it is more cost efficient for tr';:n 
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Now on pp. 5-6. 



Now on p. 6. 



school managers co ensure that all scheduled courses are 
filled CO capacity. Based on a review of courses offered 
three installations during FY 1992, the GAO found than if 
courses had been filled to capacity about 23 percent '164 
708) of the offerings v/ould not have been needed, (Repor: 
table 2 provides examples of unneeded course offerings,; 
(pp. 10-11/GAO Draft Report) 

POD RESPONSE: Concur. 



ion 

er.cv 
r. 



FINDING Q: Contractors Continue to Develop Certificat 
Tests . The GAO found that many installations have 
established certification programs to test the prcfici 
of soldiers worJcing in certain duty positions. The Zk 
reported that the programs require soldiers to rake 
certification examinations developed by the contrractci.v 
teach troop school courses. The GAO noted that, at scxe 
installations, failing an 'examination meant automatic 
enrollment in a course. The GAO referenced its 1968 lec::" 
(OSD Casfe 7650), in v/hich it had concluded the practice 
allowing contractors to conduct certification testing ■.vas 
questionable and potentially created a false demand fcr 
training . 

The GAO pointed out that, although the DoD agreed with th*r 
1988 report, commanders continue to require cert if icat ion? 
and still allow contractors to develop and administer res'"; 
to incoming soldiers. The GAO noted that, at one 
installation, incoming soldiers were given the opticn .■. r 
talcing a certification test or attending a troop schccl 
course--regardless of prior training and experience. Th'^- 
GAO observed that, according to troop schocl managers, 
almost all soldiers opted for the training. At another 
installation, the GAO found that less than one-half cf 
soldiers were able to pass the tests and, in one case, :icr.' 
of the soldiers passed. The GAO noted that those whc 
were required to attend a troop school course. 
»pp. 11-12/GAO Draft Report) 

DOD RESPONSE : Concur. The DoD concurs that con" Usc-, v. i :* 
should not develop certification tests. The ?cD lespcnr- 
the 1988 GAO report stated that "testing conducted by 
individual contractors ... resulted in excessive expend. 
of ... funds. Regulations will be implemented lequiri.v:: T 
Training and Doctrine Command to develop cert i f icat i ^ r. 
programs." To correct that deficiency, changes v/ere 
initially proposed to Army Regulation 351-1. As pievi;..- 1 
discussed, decisions v;ere made to incorporate tioop j?h^:l 
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Graining in Che Army Regulation 350-41 revision. Paragraph 
9-3t(l;. casks Che proponenc major cornmand Co "develop 
and updace ... programs of inscruccion. Programs of 
mstruccion v;ill include ... scandardized cerc i f icac ion 
cescs." Certif icacion cescs should noc be eliminated. Full 
implemencacion of Che regulacion v;ill negace Che 
"potencially ... false demand for craming" identified in 
Che GAO draft reporc . 



Now oti pp. 6-7. 



FINDING H ; The Armv Lacked Criteria to Determine Cros8- 
Trainina Requirements . The GAO reported that most scidi^rrs 
attending troop schools received cross-training to enable 
therp. to fill m for regularly assigned soldiers who v/ere 
absent from the unit. The GAO found, however, that the .^rnr/ 
had not established criteria to guide commanders in deciding 
hew much cross -training was necessary and, instead, Fcices 
Command and officials in the office of the Deputy Chief of 
Staff for Operations and Plans relied on the inst'::iiat ion? 
to develop criteria. The GAO explained that, although two 
installations it visited had established criteria, troop 
school personnel did not monitor compliance--even though 
courses rcntinued to be used primarily to provide cross- 
tiJiir.ing. The GAO again referenced its 1988 report 'OSD 
Case 765G). m which it reported that as mam-^ as five 
scldiers v;ere cross-trained for each authorized position m 
^ne .occupational specialty. The GAO noted that the ArTr\^ 
Aidir Agency also reported the same condition as early as 
:?c2. (pp. 12-13 'GAO Draft Report) 

DOD RESPONSE : Concur. The DoD concurs that this criterion 
was not developed to determine specific needs for training. 
Requirements at each installation var\' depending cn troop 
rctaticns and unit strength levels. Paragraph 6-:c.5.. Arr.y 
regulation 250-41. directs using major ccmm.and3 insv;i.e 
;nlv training to correct performance s'nort falls v;ill be 



FINDING I : Armv Does Not Ensure That Proaraiiis of 
Instruction Are Consistent with Training Standards and 



Doctrine . The GAO found that, although the 1990 revi^: 
'-he Army regulations required that the Training and Do. 
•:c>mmand develop programs of instruction for contracted 
;r-ir3e?. -he requirem.ent had generally been ignored by 
m.-- .illar uns . The GAO reported that the Training and 
I\' -rime Command developed programs of instruction for 
It JourseG initially authorized by the Amy; however, : 
pi rvision was made to develop curricula for additional 
:iGe::. The G.AO reported th.at the programs of instij< 



on t . 
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Now on p. 7. 



used at the installations it visited included soir.e develr:ped 
by contractors, local units, and equipment manufaccurerc . 
The GAO concluded that, as a result, there is no assuiar.Cr 
the instruction provided in the various courses is curren*: 
and consistent with Army doctrine. (pp. 13-i4/GAC Dr5.tz 
Report ) 



POD RESPONSE ; Concur. The Army has taken action tc coir'='-*- 
the deficiency noted in the 1988 report. As stated m ine 
draft report, Forces Command hes used standardized prcgi\?.xr 
of instruction for the past two years. Those packages: v;*ri-r 
developed by The Training and Doctrine Command for the 
16 authorized courses listed in Army Regulation 351-1. Full 
implementation of Army Regulation 351-1 will further •rorr-'''" 
this shortcoming . 



o FINDING J : The Armv Has Not Followed Hp On Corrective 

Actions . The GAO concluded that the Army had not followed 
through with corrective actions initiated in response "c s 
1988 report (OSD Case 7650). The GAO listed the 
recommendations made in the prior report. The GAO noteci 
that, in commenting on the report, the Department agreed 
that troop schools v/ould receive intense Army scrutiny **c 
ensure the effective and efficient use of limited trair.in'} 
resources. The GAO observed that the Secretary of rhe 
Army's Fiscal Year 1989 Annual Statement on Internal lontrri. 
identified the troop school program as containing materijil 
weaknesses. The GAO reported that a principal aspec: :t 
internal control corrective action plan was to revise the 
guidance governing troop scnools. The GAO explained :ha" 
major changes included the following: 

providing guidance on how to conduct: needs ascezz?:f^rr . 
including a requirement that commanders consider 
al ternat ives to troop school training ; 

assigning program monitoring respons ibi i it le.- " 'r.- 
major commands and the Deputy Chief of S^aff tci 
Operations and Plans; and 

assigning the Training and Doctrine Command rne 
responsibility to develop standardized certificu^i r. 
tests and programs of instruction for tiooc r^ch'. i 
courses . 

The GAO reported that, based on completion of r.he ir^ i 
the Army concluded the materiality of the v/eakr.e:S.^ '.-.wr^ 
significantly reduced and, therefore, di.-:c':nt ir»'ie -i i '-r :* i:. ; 
the weakness. The GAO found, howevpi , rJia^ A:rv/ :. * 
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Now on pp. 7-8. 



follow up CO ensure chat Che problems accually had been 
resolved. The GAO reporced chac, according Co Forces 
Command and officials in Che office of che DepuCy Chief of 
Scaff for Operacions and Plans, despice Che monicoring 
requiremenc assigned Co chem, chere was no accempc by eicher 
organizacion Co monicor Croop schools. The GAO found Chat, 
mscead. Forces Command and officials of Che Office of che 
DepuCy Chief of Scaff for Operacions and Plans (pomcing Co 
a shorcage of personnel) relied on che inscallacions Co 
manage their ov;n programs. (pp. 14 -16 /GAO Drafc Reporc ) 

pop RESPONSE ; ParCially concur. Army RegulaCicn 350-41 
provides a comprehensive Army policy for Craming m unics. 
Chapter 8, Soldier Training Courses, addresses che incernai 
concrol weaknesses ciced in che drafc reporC . A message to 
ail Army major commands has been prepared Co reinforce the 
incernai concrol measures sec forch m Army Reguiacion 
^50-41. An incernai concrol checklisc is being developed 
for Chapcer 8 which should be compleced by 1 Oct 1993. 'When 
completed, che checklisc will be incorporaced into 
Depaicment ot .Army Circular 11 series. Internal Cc>ntrc>l 
Review Checkl ist s . 
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RECOHMENDATIONS 



Now on. D. 8. 



Now on p. 9. 



Now on p. 9. 



Now on p. 9. 



RECOMMENDATION 1 : The GAD recommended chat the Secretary of 
the Army assess Che need for existing and future croop 
schools on Che basis of performance shorcfaiis and ccsc- 
effectiveness, as required by Army regulations, 
(pp. 16-17/GAO Draft Report) 

POD RESPONSE : Concur. The Army has completed an assessr.er." 
of the existing and future troop school training and has 
issued revised procedures. The new Army Regulation 350-41 
was effective on April 19, 1993. 

RECOMMENDATION 2 : The GAD recommended that the Secreiaiy 
the Army establish procedures to ensure the ma^or ccrrrr.onds 
and the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans 
control troop school expenditures by monitoring needs 
assessments and the courses offered. (pp. 16-17/GAO Draft 
Report ) 

POD RESPONSE : Concur. Army Regulation 350-41 implemencs 
the internal control measures necessary for effective 
training. The internal control checklist, to be published 
not later than October 1, 1993, and continuing emphasis by 
Headquarters, Department of Army will correct the 
deficiency . 



RECOMMENDATION 3 : The GAO recomm.ended that the Secretary :f 
the Army ensure troop school managers seek to minimize ':he 
number of course offerings given. (pp. 16-17 /G.-.G rraft 
Report ) 

POD RESPON SE: Concur. The new Army Regulation ?.5?'-4: v.a/ 
isued on April 19, 1993. The Regulation requires that 
training only be conducted to correct identified perf orm.-iiire 
short falls . 



RECOMMENDATION 4 : The GAO recommended that the Secretary : 
the Army eliminate the use of certification tests in iioht 
of other means available to measure soldier proficiency, 
{pp. 16-17/GAO Draft Report) 

POP RESPONSE : Nonconcur. Army Regulation 350-41, Faraqrj'^ 
8-3b(l), tasks the proponent major command to develop 
standardized certification tests for each contracted 
that will provide the Army an accurate assessment of .i 
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soldier's training requirement. There is no other 
acceptable test for cross-training of personnel outside 
their basic military skill, GAO stated "the practice of 
allowing contractors to conduct certification testing was 
questionable and potentially created a false demand for 
training," Under the new Army policy, the contractor has no 
control over test content, thus eliminating a potentially 
false demand. 



Now on p. 9. 



Now on p. 9. 



Now on p. 9. 



RECOMMENPATION 5 : The GAO recommended that the Secretary of 
the Army identify the troop school program as containing 
material internal control weaknesses in the Secretary's next 
annual assurance statement, (pp, 16-17 /GAO Draft Report) 

POD RESPONSE : Concur. The troop school program will be 
identified in the FY 1993 annual assurance statement. 



RECOMMENDATION 6 : The GAO recommended that the Secretary of 
^.he Army direct the Army Audit Agency to verify that the 
Army has established effective controls over troop schools, 
(pp. 16-17/GAO Draft Report) 

POD RESPONSE : Concur. The Army recognizes the need for 
additional audit requirements for contracted soldier 
training courses. Headquarters, Department of Army will 
request that an Army Audit Agency review be completed net 
later than October 1, 1994. That audit will verify that 
implementation of Army Regulation 350-41 corrects ail 
deficiencies attributed to the troop school program.. 



RECOMMENDATION " : The CAC zecommended that the Secretary of 
Defense not approve future funding for Army troop schools 
unless the Army Audit Agency verifies that controls are m 
place and working by October 1, 1994. (pp, 17-18/GAO Draft 
Report ^ 

POP RESPONSE ; Concur. If the Army Audit Agency report 
concludes that the latest changes, promulgated though Army* 
Regulation 350-41, do not correct the material weaknesses m 
the .^.rmy Troop School program, the Secretary of Defense wiii 
direct discontinuing of the Troop School Program. (See the 
DcD response to Recommendation 6) . 



Page 10 of 10 



ERIC 



Page 23 



GAO/NSIAD-93-172 Army Training 



Appendix II 



Major Contributors to This Report 



National Security and 
International Affairs 
Division, Washington, 
D.C. 

Norfolk Regional 
Office 



Norman J. Rabkin, Associate Director 
Charles J. Bonanno, Assistant Director 



Ray S. Carroll, Jr., Regional Management Representative 
James K, Mahaffey, Evaluator-in~Charge 
Vincent C. Truett, Site Senior 



ERLC 



Page 24 



GAO/NSIAD-93-172 Army Training 




TCOPYAVAWLE 



